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This document is submitted in support of the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for 
Review filed concurrently with a Notice of Appeal in compliance with 37 C.F.R. 
41 .3 1 and with the rules set out in the OG of July 12, 2005 for the Appeal Brief 
Conference Pilot Program. 

No fee or extension of time is believed due for this request other than those 
submitted with the petition for extension of time filed concurrently herewith. 
However, if any further fee or extension of time for this request is required. Appellant 
requests that this be considered a petition therefor. The Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any additional fee, which may be required, or credit any refund, 
to our Deposit Account No. 50-0220. 

Claims 1-38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 over U.S. Patent Publication 
No. 2002/0177410 to Klein et al. ("Klein"). Official Action, page 2. In response. 
Appellant respectfully requests review and reversal of the rejections in the Final 
Official Action for at least the reasons described herein. Due to the requirement for 
brevity, Appellant has limited these remarks to only some of the reasons why the 
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above rejections should be reversed, without waiving any right to argue other 

grounds/rejections should this request be denied. 

Independent Claims 1, 15, 29, and 31 are all rejected for the same reasoning 

and citation of Figure 1 and paragraphs 3-17 of Klein. For example, the rejection of 

Claim 1 reads as follows: 

Regarding claim 1, Klein teaches a method of transferring data 
from/to an electronic device comprising: transferring data from/to and 
electronic device when information used to register the electronic device 
with a wireless communications network is absent from the electronic 
device (see figs. 1; sections ([0003-0017]). See Official Action page 2. 

The rejections of Claims 15, 29, and 31 include a similar basis for the respective 
rejection. 

After reviewing the cited sections of Klein (which essentially constitutes the 
entire detailed description and summary of Klein), Appellant respectfully maintains 
that Klein does not disclose the recitations of the above independent claims as, for 
example, none of Klein's embodiments show transferring data from/to an electronic 
device when information used to register the electronic device with a wireless 
communications network is absent from the electronic device. 

For example, paragraph 13 of Klein describes a situation where two of the 
subscribers GSM terminals (T1/T2) come into proximity with one another whereupon 
one of the terminals is re-registered as being the primary means of contacting the 
subscriber in his or her car. Accordingly, the GSM terminal in the subscribers car is 
registered as the primary means for communicating with the subscriber while the 
subscriber is in the car, but the registration reverts to the previous state when the 
subscriber leaves the car. Accordingly, both terminals maintain registration 
information to enable re-registration of each when the subscriber exits the car. 

This situation does not disclose or suggest the recitations of independent 
Claim 1, as both terminals maintain the respective information used to register the 
terminals with the network regardless of which terminal is registered as the primary 
means of contact. In other words, terminals Tl and T2 in this situation both include 
the information that each needs to register with the wireless communications network 
so that each will be able to re-register when the subscriber leaves the car. 
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Accordingly, neither Tl nor T2 transfers data from/to an electronic device 
when information used to register the electronic device wdth a wireless 
communication network is absent from the electronic device, as recited in 
independent Claim 1 and is similarly recited in independent Claims 15, 29, and 31. 

Further, Klein goes on to describe another situation in paragraph 1 4 where the 
first terminal remains a GSM terminal whereas the second terminal is a DECT 
terminal. This situation is described similai'ly to that shown in paragraph 13 however, 
the DECT terminal is re-registered as the primary means of communicating with the 
subscriber when the terminal Tl is brought into proximity with the DECT terminal. 
However, even assuming for the sake of argument that the DECT terminal may not 
contain information used to register the device, the DECT terminal does not 
register with a wireless communications network, as claimed . Accordingly, this 
section of Klein also does not disclose or suggest the recitations of independent 
Claims 1, 15, 29, and 31. 

Further, the situation in paragraph 17 of Klein also does not disclose or 

suggest the recitations of these independent claims. For example, Klein describes this 

configuration in that both terminals Tl and T2 include information used to register 

each with the network. For example, paragraph 17 reads in part: 

In one configuration of the invention the subscriber profile can be 
made available in each case on the current terminal. The subscriber profile 
is, for example, stored on a SIM card of the subscriber. The SIM card is, 
e.g., inserted into terminal Tl. After registration of terminal T2... (See 

Klein, paragraph 17,) 

As shown above by the cited passage of Klein, both Tl and T2 in this 
situation include information used to register with the network (i.e., on the SIM for Tl 
and evidenced by the fact that T2 is registered). Accordingly, this situation from 
Klein also does not disclose or suggest the recitations of independent Claims 1,15, 
29, and 31. 

Further, Klein also does not disclose or suggest the recitations of independent 
Claim 32. In particular, Claim 32 is rejected using the same portions of Klein: Figure 
1 in paragraphs 3-17). Appellant reiterates the reasoning applied above with 
reference to the situation in Klein that are discussed in paragraphs 13, 14, etc. 
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Furthermore, Appellant notes that although the situation in paragraph 17 of 

Klein does vaguely mention that a SIM may be absent from T2, this section of Klein 

clearly describes that T2 is registered: 

In one configuration of the invention the subscriber profile can be 
made available in each case on the current terminal. The subscriber profile 
is, for example, stored on a SIM card of the subscriber. The SIM card is, 
e.g., inserted into terminal Tl, After registration of terminal T2..A See 
Klein, paragraph 1 7.) 

Accordingly, even assuming for the sake of argument that this portion of Klein does 
somehow disclose a SIM which is absent from T2, the situation still does not disclose 
or suggest that a SIM that stores information used to register the first electronic device 
with a wireless communication network is absent from the first device because Klein 
clearly states that T2 is registered with a network. Accordingly, Appellant 
respectfully submits that Klein also does not disclose or suggest the recitations of 
independent Claim 32 for at least these reasons. 

Still further, Appellant specifically points out that many of the recitations of 
dependent claims are also not disclosed or suggested by Klein. For example, Klein 
does not disclose or suggest the recitations of dependent Claim 12, which recites in 
part that the data transferred comprises, for example, contact information, schedule 
information, to do information, email information, web information, image 
information, audio information, video information where the data is stored in a non- 
volatile memory of the electronic device. (See for example, the recitations of 
independent Claim 1 1 from which dependent Claim 12 depends.) 

In contrast, the discussion in Klein appears to relate entirely to the content of 
SIM cards, and therefore does not disclose or suggest anything regarding information 
that is stored some place other than the SIM card in either of the terminals. 
Accordingly, Appellant respectfully submits that Klein also does not disclose or 
suggest the recitations of dependent Claims 11, 12, 13, 25, 26, 27, 30. 

Yet further. Appellant respectfully submits that Klein does not disclose or 
suggest the recitations of dependent Claim 38, w^hich recites in part that a second SIM 
stores information used to register the second electronic device with the 
communications network is absent from the second electronic device while 
transferring data. In particular, many of the situations discussed in Klein do not even 
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refer to whether a SIM card is absent or present. Furthermore, the situation discussed 
in paragraph 17 of Klein is unclear whether a SIM card is truly absent from T2 or not. 
However, even assuming for the sake of argument that the SIM card were absent from 
T2, nothing in this section (or any other portion of Klein) discloses or suggests that a 
SIM card is absent from Tl as well as T2. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully 
submits that dependent Claim 38 is also patentable over Klein for at least these 
additional reasons. 

In view of the above, Appellant respectfully requests that the present 
application be reviewed and the rejections be reversed by the appeal conference prior 
to the filing of the appeal brief. 

Resn^ctfulb^submitted, 
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